This Page Is Inserted by IFW Operations 
and is not a part of the Official Record 

BEST AVAILABLE IMAGES 

Defective images within this document are accurate representations of 
the original documents submitted by the applicant. 

Defects in the images may include (but are not limited to): 

. BLACK BORDERS 

• TEXT CUT OFF AT TOP, BOTTOM OR SIDES 

• FADED TEXT 

• ILLEGIBLE TEXT 

• SKEWED/SLANTED IMAGES 
« COLORED PHOTOS 

• BLACK OR VERY BLACK AND WHITE DARK PHOTOS 

• GRAY SCALE DOCUMENTS 



IMAGES ARE BEST AVAILABLE COPY. 



As rescanning documents will not correct images, 
please do not report the images to the 
Image Problem Mailbox. 



AUG-05-2004 THU 03:07 PM TROP, PRUNER & HU, PC FAX NO. 7134688883 



P. 



Appl. No. 09/589,326 
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Reply to Office Action of May 3, 2004 



REMARKS 



in the Office Action dated May 3, 2004, the dxawing were objected to; claim 32 

rejected under § 102 over U.S. Patent No. 6,5 12,818 (Donovan); and claims 32, 35, 36, 
and 47 were rejected under § 103 over Donovan alone. 

Applicant acknowledges allowance of claims 3-6, Ml. 28-30, 37-45, and 51-57. 

r^rarmUR TO THF DRAWINGS 

It is respectfully submitted that the subject matter of the data signal clam* (28^30 
and 5 1-57) is adequately depicted by the drawings. 

The Office Action specifically stated that "the data signal embodied in a carrier 
wave andperforming one-to-many translation when receiving an inbound call request 
staining the calee [sic] identifier must be shown or the feature^) canceled from the 
claim(s)» 5/3/2004 Office Actionat2. However, Applicant respectfully notes *t~r 
ofthe data signalclaims recite the "one-to-nwy translauon" element cited by me Offi^^ 
Action. Therefore, there is no need to show this feature with respect to the data s lg nal 



claims. 



In Applicant's previous reply. Figure 1 was amended to depict a earner wave 9. 
Applicant believes that tto is sufficient to depict the earner wave recited m the ctans. 
Note that claim. 28-30 and 51-57 recite a data signal embodied in a carrier wave 

^ are depicted in flow diagram, of the present application, •ndtf.usare aupported by 

the drawings. 

Withdrawal ofthe objection is respectfully requested. 



^TTS.C.o 112.112 
The following language of claim 32 was objected to; "a confer adapted to 

establish a call session b^ ^ f 

separate from the system in response to the call request." The Office Action asserted that 
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„ u uncle* wha, device is separa* torn the sys**». » * — 
. , »f me "seoarau" clause right after voice respons*<levie« clearly mduat- ma, 
placement otthe separate s> _„ lke . vaem wnhdrawal of the § 

it is the "voice response device- that .s separate from the system. 
112 rejection of claim 32 is respectfully requested. 
rrrnr ™ yiMniat35HS C, W KE-AMEiffl 

Xndcpendentchum 14 was reje«ed as being anticipated by Donovan. Itis 

par, of are system [of Donovan!, because any phone caU conta., , M a 
o^ln device identified with . phone number or -dress, 5/3/2004 O^A~»« 
^^respec^ysubmi^tureendofflcelSl of Donovan, and m pamcular. 

Mexpress.yexplainedbyDonova.a^ori^.Ol 
calt^nninatorlOS. Donovan, 7:7-1!. The VRU 113 is involve* at the call for 

^hjl, B«»*WW*tt ThecoUeetionofa«oun,«b,.ta e 

,, ^theTOUmtoenntowhetothecauori^^ 
mfbrmation allows the VRU io aaennui v ..f villi 113 oerfbrms 

„ ais.18 512-14 mother words, what the VRU Jlipercoi™ 

awnorized to make a call—the VRU U3 does no, identify one of plural destination 
d^cestooomaetmresponsetoacallrequest. 

• • ^^vides^idendncationofttecall^naWmmeAlsoheadcrofaBYE 
ongmatorprov^metdn jt is clear that me VRU 1 1 3 is merely an entity 

VQT7 messace- Donovan, 8;24-Z/. mus. 

call request to the call terminator m response to a specific req 
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establish the call with the call terminator. No identifying of one of plural destination 
devices in needed in the VRU 1 13, or anywhere else in the end office 151 of Donovan. 

Moreover, note that claim H recites that identifying one of plural destination 
devices is performed in response to a call request. The identity of the call terminator in 
Donovan is provided in a BYE message <in the Also header), which is a call release 
message, not a call request, Therefore, this aspect of the identifying act of claim 14 
cannot be satisfied by Donovan. 

For similar reasons, there simply is no teaching anywhere in Donovan of 
identifying another one of plural destination devices to contact. Similar to the reasons 
provided above, the VRU 113 (or any other device in the in office 151 of Donovan) has 
no reason to perform identifying one of plural destination devices to contact, since the 
call originator specifically identifies the: call terminator in a BYE message. 

In view of the foregoing, it is respectfully submitted that claim 14 is hot 

anticipated by Donovan. 

Claims dependent from claim 14 are allowable for at least the same reasons as for 
claim 14. Moreover, with respect to dependent claim 1 5, Donovan does not teach that 
sending a second indication to the first device (which is the call originator of Donovan) 
includes sending a fourth call request. The Office Action stated that the call originator 
can make numerous calls to separate destinations. 5/3/2004 Office Action at 4. Note, 
however, that claim 1 5 recites that a third call request is sent to the other one destination 
device to establish the second call, and mat the fourth call request is sent to the first 
device to establish the second call. Thus, two call requests (third and fourth) are issued in 
claim 15 to the devices involved in the second call (the first device and the other one 
destination device) to establish the second call The VRU of Donovan clearly does not 
perform the sending of two call requests (one to the call originator and one to the call 
terminator) to establish a second call. Claim 15 is thus allowable for at least this further 
reason. 

Independent claim 18 was also rejected as being anticipated by Donovan. Claim 
18 recites that first and second calls established with first and second devices are part of 
one call session. The Office Action pointed to the two call-legs referred to in Donovan as 
teaching the first and second calls. However, Applicant notes that the first and second 
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~ fVl „ vru exchanges data with uie cau 
Donovan, 819-29. As explains > ^ „«rt deptcted m 

*■ 6 ° f DODOyiU - *" * DV ». VRU ,o the c*>l origin** i. an indkanon 

^sions, since the BYE -~ ^ a ^ r u 
ttatthe tat =aU ^"^^Tb^s** ^ ^ origh^r ,0 me 
The Office Action argued that the BYE messag ^^on." 



5,3,2004 Office **»^ * Dollovm . Donovan itseifis 

T r^BYE ^ indict the release , f a call. The OP 

anncipatedbyDonova^ ^^^d by Donovan. The 

^spenden, cban 22 »as ato obj m) m ^ 

^^^^^^-^^•^^".seconddevicein, • 
^ ,0 *. *« - — * 1 s^ver 305 does no, 

^^^tlsendaseeondca.^.oaseconddevice.na 

6 ° f DW0Va,, ' tTe^ VRU request, the VRU 603 proceeds to send 
cUentowfc in response to the INV H ^ ^ ^, ^o,, for the purpose of 
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to a call request from the call originator. Thus, the VRU proxy server 305 of Donovan 

cannot satisfy claim 22. 

Claims dependent from claim 22 are allowable for at least the same reasons as 

claim 22. 

Independent claim 3 1 was also rejected as being anticipated by Donovan, Claim 
31 is allowable over Donovan for reasons similar to those as for claim 22, since Donovan 
fails to disclose that a second module is adapted to send a second call request to a second 
device in a client mode in response to a first call request that is received from a first 
device by a first module in server mode. 

Independent claim 46 was also rejected as being anticipated by Donovan. Claim 
46 recites a controller to receive a first call request from an originating device, send 
messaging to a first destination device in response to the first call request to establish a 
first call between the originating device and the first destination device to receive input 
data, and send messaging to a second destination device in response to the received input 
data to establish a second call between the originating device and the second destination 
device based on the received input data. 

The rejection of claim 46 was lumped with the rejection of independent claim 14. 
5/3/2004 Office Action at 3. However, the Office Action only cited to the language of 
claim 14, but did not make any reference to the language of claim 46. The rejection of 
claim 46 over Donovan is defective for at least this reason. 

" Moreover, Donovan clearly does not disclose sending messaging to a second 
destination device in response to received input data received in a first call between the 
originating device and a first destination device. Claim 46 is thus not anticipated by 
Donovan. 

Independent claim 32 was rejected as being obvious over Donovan alone. To 
establish uprima facie case of obviousness, there must be some motivation or suggestion 
to modify the teachings of a prior art reference. See MPEP § 2143 ed., Rev. 2) at 
2100-129. This requirement has not been satisfied by the Office Action. Donovan 
clearly does not disclose a controller (that is part of a system) to establish a call session 
between an originating device and a voice response device, where the voice response 
device is separate from the system. Donovan specifically teaches that the VRU itself (the 
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JvL«stio« (Itt a ^onaoller (which U pan of • sys.<=» to «>,«= 

0KlmaI y *H«* ^ mod . ftcation „ f Donovan „ 

oniunne TT ,nonovfln the VRUcoUects billing or accounting 

- of .OviouM*. has wi* — » *- 

B. o-*— 1.— -* » ** mya<Wi,i0,,al *" "*""*' "* 
. Deposit A«oa»«No. ao-UM (NRT.0051OS). 
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Customer No. 21906 



Respectfully submitted, 




Dan C Hu, Reg. No. 40,025 
Trop, Primer & Hu, PC 
8554 Katy Freeway, Ste. 100 
Houston, TX 77024 
713/468-8880 
713/468-8883 [fax] 
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